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MCI Telecommunications corporation (MCI) , by its

undersigned counsel, hereby replies to comments filed on the

Commission's Notice of Proposed RUlemaking (Notice) in the

captioned proceeding. l In the Notice (~ 7), the Commission

proposed three options by which common carriers could express

measurement information contained in their tariff pUblications

in terms of metric units.

It is clear that most commenters agree with MCI (Comments

at 2) that the best of the three options offered in the Notice

is option I, which would require carriers to provide in the

general rules section of their tariffs, a table for converting

non-metric units (and corresponding rates) to metric units. 2

FCC 93-134, released April 8, 1993.

2 See Comments of American Telephone & Telegraph at 3-
4; Ameritech at 3-4; Bell Atlantic at 1-2 (favoring either
Option I or II); Nat'l Telephone Cooperative Ass'n at 2; Nat'l
Exchange Carrier Ass'n at 3; NYNEX Telephone Companies at 3-5;
Pacific Telesis at 2-3; Southwestern Bell Telephone Company at
2-3; Sprint at 3-6; U.S. Telephone Ass'n at 2-3; US West at~~
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This option accomplishes the goal of including metric measures

in the tariff but minimizes the burden of changing all tariff

provisions containing measurements.

Notwithstanding the preference of most carriers to use a

table in the general rules section of the tariff, MCl

continues to support adoption of the three-option approach

proposed in the Notice. MCl's support of this approach is

echoed by many commenters. 3 The second option would allow the

carrier to publish, in the applicable rate section of the

tariff and in supporting information, the metric unit and

corresponding rate in parentheses beside the non-metric unit

and rate. The third option would require that a carrier

publish metric units and rates in the tariff and in all

supporting information and to provide a table in the tariff

for converting non-metric units and corresponding rates into

metric units and rates.

As stated in its comments, MCl believes the pUblic would

be better served by allowing carriers to select from among the

three options how they will meet the requirement of

incorporating metric units into their tariffs. As other u.s.

business segments continue or begin conducting business

transactions with entities based in other countries, they may

4. All comments referred to in these reply comments were
filed on May 26, 1993.

3 See Comments of Ameritech at 3; BellSouth at 8; NECA
at 3; NTCA at 2; us West at 2-3.
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served by allowing carriers two years to bring their tariffs

into compliance with the metric-conversion requirement. 9 This

would allow carriers to modify their tariffs in the general

course of tariff updates and it would alleviate the burden on

carriers and customers created by the conversion requirement,

without sacrificing the goal of encouraging metric conversion.

CONCLUSION

Therefore, MCr respectfully requests that the Commission

adopt the three proposed options for converting to metric

units of measure in published tariffs and that it allow each

carrier to choose from among them how it will satisfy its

obligation under the statute. rf the commission decides to

adopt a single approach for all carriers to follow, Mcr

requests that it adopt that which would allow carriers to

incorporate a metric conversion table in the general rules

section of their tariffs. Mcr further urges the Commission to

9 See Comments of Southwestern at 3-4.
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allow carriers two years to comply with the metric conversion

obligation.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Dated: June 10, 1993

By:
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